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M e e t i n g S u m m a r y
In attendance:
Lorraine Granado, C E A S E
Anthony Thomas , C E A S E
Mike Macs, C E A S E
S a n d y Douglas, Cole
Laurel Mattrey, COPEEN
K a t i e K o l a r i c h , COPEEN
Chuck Patterson, TAG coordinator f o r Asarco G l o b e
S t u d e n t accompanying Chuck (not sure of name)
C e l i a VanDerLoop, DDEH
Gene H o o k , DDEH
C i n d y Bosco, DDEH
Barbara O ' G r a d y , CDPHE
Mark R u d o l p h , CDPHE
S u e Muza, A T S D R
David M e l l a r d , A T S D R
T h e r e s a N e S m i t h , A T S D R
Rubina Imtiaz , A T S D R
N o r y s Guerra, A T S D R
Bob L i t l e , Asarco
L i n d a Larson, attorney to Asarco
J o y c e Tsuj i , contracting to Asarco
David F o l k e s , contracting to Asarco
Bonnie Lavel le , EPA
T e d F e l l m a n , E P A
Michael Wenstrom, EPA
Pat Courtney, EPA
Brenda S o u t h , EPA
Marc Herman, EPA
Chris Arend, Congresswoman D e g e t t e ' s o f f i c e
The meeting agenda is attached to this summary.

EPA began the meeting by s ta t ing that CDR A s s o c i a t e s will not be prov id ing f a c i l i t a t i o n
services to the Working Group at least for the remainder of this f i s c a l year. EPA made this
deci s ion in order to utilize the available p r o j e c t f u n d s soil s ampl ing .
A T S D R A c t i v i t i e s

The Publ i c H e a l t h Assessment (PHA) is e xp e c t ed to be released for Working Group
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review in la t e August. The m o d i f i c a t i o n s PHA will inc lude a quantitative section (this is not
s tandard for ATSDR heal th as se s sments; they are commonly qual i tat ive). The PHA will i d e n t i f y
those p r o p e r t i e s considered by ATSDR to present an "Urgent Publ i c H e a l t h Threat" and those
considered by ATSDR to present a "Public H e a l t h Threat".

ATSDR prepared maps of the Phase Ilia soil s a m p l i n g re su l t s and shared the maps with
the working group. The concentration m a p p e d for each p r o p e r t y is the average of the three
compo s i t e sample s c o l l e c t ed by EPA. ATSDR is using these maps for two purpo s e s , (1) to
unders tand the source of contamination and (2) to determine if EPA has sampled in the right
areas. A T S D R ' s observations:

• No pat t ern of arsenic concentrations is observed when the full range of measured
concentrations are m a p p e d .
A pat t ern is sugges t ed when maps are prepared of only arsenic concentrations
below 23 ppm and d i s t r i b u t e d in 3 ranges chosen by ATSDR . There appear s to
be more homes at the u p p e r end of this range (near 23 ppm) in the western por t ion
of the s tudy area.

To f u r t h e r exp lore the d i s t r i bu t i on , ATSDR cal cu la t ed the ratios of the number of
residences with average arsenic concentrations in ranges of 12-17, 18- 23, 24-29, and 30-35 to
the number of residences with average arsenic in the range 0-11. T h e s e ratios were calculated by
neighborhood. The ratio is higher in S o u t h G l o b e v i l l e , Elyria, and Cole .

The Working Group comments on thi s work were:
• ATSDR chose to map arsenic concentration ranges within the background range

of the area. The maps i m p l y "contamination" when the ranges i l l u s t r a t e d may be
within the normal var iab i l i ty of background and are l i k e l y i n f l u e n c e d by s a m p l i n g
and analytical variabi l i ty.

• A sugges t ion was made that any f u t u r e m a p p i n g f o c u s on concentration ranges
that have some s ign i f i canc e to human heal th risk. It may be better to wait until
the PHA and the basel ine risk assessment are f i n a l to make s tatements about the
heal th s ign i f i cance of the s ampl ing data.

• Concern was expres sed that ATSDR's choice of concentration ranges that were
m a p p e d may cause undue alarm in the community.

• Presentation of s a m p l i n g r e su l t s in the form of maps is considered to be very u s e f u l
in under s tand ing the data. The community believes the maps show a greater
wi l l ingne s s on the part of ATSDR to share information.
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A request was made that ATSDR discus s its approach to in t e rpre t ing s a m p l i n g
data (such as the m a p p i n g ) with the working group be fore undertaking such work.

• I n t e r p r e t a t i o n s of the soil da ta should take into account s a m p l i n g dens i ty, soil type ,
and the f orm of arsenic (using sp e c ia t i on techniques) b e f or e making any
conclusions about the pat t ern of contamination.

• It is a p p r o p r i a t e for EPA as the regulatory agency to inves t igate the source of
contamination and this work is ongoing in the P i l o t S c a l e S t u d y . It was suggested
that for the p u r p o s e of assess ing human heal th risks in the PHA and the basel ine
risk assessment, the "source" within the exposure pa thway (source, release,
transport , exposure po int , and receptor) is the lead and arsenic in yard soils.

• The United S t a t e s G e o l o g i c a l Survey has co l l e c t ed a lot of soil s ampl e s along the
Front Range along a mile grid pat t ern. The da ta shows that the closer you get to
Denver, the higher lead l ev e l s are observed. Higher lead l eve l s are observed in
o lder par t s of the city. The central question in in t e rpr e t ing soil data is, at what
level does it become a prob l em to human health? USGS data ind i ca t e s that
background arsenic l e v e l s may be in the S O p p m -40 ppm range.

ATSDR presented their sugges ted approach to p r e d i c t i n g "hot spots" using the Phase III
c ompo s i t e soil s a m p l i n g data. T h i s approach , which relies on data f r o m the intensively s a m p l e d
homes, is an alternative to the approach described in EPA's P r o j e c t Plan for the Phase III soil
inve s t igat ion which was d e v e l o p e d by the working group in August 1999. In order to consider
ATSDR's alternative approach , the working group will need to review it in de ta i l and have a
technical di scus s ion. The Phase in program and EPA's risk assessment have been impl ement ed
using the approach described in the Phase III p r o j e c t p lan, not the new approach now sugges ted
by ATSDR. EPA has i d e n t i f i e d p r o p e r t i e s with p o t e n t i a l for hot s p o t s using the approach
d e t a i l e d in the Phase III p r o j e c t p l a n and is currently r e- sampl ing these by c o l l e c t i n g 30 i n d i v i d u a l
s ampl e s at each. T h i s data will reveal if there are a c tua l ly "hot spots" as d e f i n e d in the basel ine
risk assessment. T h i s data wi l l be p rov id ed to the Working Group once it is v a l i d a t e d .

ATSDR next described their p lanned hea l th intervention and hea l th education ac t iv i t i e s :
A v a i l a b i l i t y S e s s i o n s : August 22, 2000, 6pm -9pm

August 23, 2000, 10am -2pm
The purpo s e of these sessions is to hear c o m m u n i t y ' s concerns. ATSDR p l a n s to have a
phys i c ian at these sessions. Both wil l be at the Swansea Recreation Center. T h e r e may be other
sessions at a la t er date in the C o l e neighborhood.
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Biolog i ca l T e s t i n g : In Col e and Clayton,
August 21, 2000, 10am -2pm, p i ck up cup and co l l e c t hair
August 22, 2000, 4pm - 7pm, d r o p off urine s a m p l e s
In S w a n s e a / E l y r i a ,
August 22, 2000, 6pm -9pm, pick up cup and col lec t hair
August 23, 2000, 10am -2pm, p i ck up cup and co l l e c t hair

4pm -7pm, drop of f urine sample s
August 24, 2000, 10am -2pm, d r o p off urine sampl e s

The p o p u l a t i o n targeted for biological te s t ing by ATSDR is residents l iving at proper t i e s
with arsenic soil l ev e l s of 100 ppm or greater. A v a i l a b l e f u n d i n g will a l low ATSDR to co l l e c t
b i o l o g i c a l s a m p l e s f r om re s ident s at a p p r o x i m a t e l y 30 homes. ATSDR p l a n s to send out l e t t e r s to
the targeted p o p u l a t i o n n o t i f y i n g them of the o f f e r . At the same time, CDPHE int ends to conduct
b l ood lead s a m p l i n g in the area. CDPHE will send out l e t t e r s s epara t e ly f rom ATSDR but the
l e t t e r s need to go out at the same time. As part of its exposure inves t igat ion, ATSDR intends to
s ampl e indoor dust at the targeted homes with chi ldren. T h i s e f f o r t will inc lude the c o l l e c t i on of
vacuum and wipe samples. The sample s will be analyzed for arsenic and l ead. ATSDR has asked
f or the ass i s tance o f EPA's Emergency Response Team in New Jers ey . EPA expressed concern
that Region 8 had not been consul t ed in this s ampl e c o l l e c t i on e f f o r t and that the dust c o l l e c t i on
p r o t o c o l s should be comparable to those used by Region 8 in the Phase HI program. When
asked why it was targe t ing homes with arsenic l e v e l s above 100 ppm when it appear s that there is
concern about the p o s s i b i l i t y of exposure due to pica behavior at homes with arsenic
concentrations l e s s than l O O p p m , ATSDR r e p l i e d that i t i s their p o l i c y to always do exposure
inve s t iga t ions at homes with the highest concentrations because if exposure is not seen at the
highest soil l ev e l s , it is not l i k e l y to be seen at lower concentrations.

As part of their h ea l t h educat ion e f f o r t s , ATSDR is p lann ing to pr epare two f a c t s sheets.
The f i r s t will be on soil p ica behavior and the second will be on the h ea l th e f f e c t s of exposure to
arsenic.
N o r t h Denver Environmental I n i t i a t i v e
( F o r m e r l y t h e N o r t h Denver Enfor c ement I n i t i a t i v e )

Brenda S o u t h of EPA reported that she has been coord ina t ing EPA's N o r t h Denver
Environmental I n i t i a t i v e i n t e r n a l l y within EPA. Her e f f o r t s have been f o c u s e d on s c h e d u l i n g
compl iance in sp e c t i on s a t regulated f a c i l i t i e s . Brenda has also been ta lk ing with EPA's p o t e n t i a l
partners in this e f f o r t so that resources can be brought to bear in the most e f f i c i e n t manner. Both
the S t a t e of Co l orado and the Ci ty and County of Denver have agreed to p a r t i c i p a t e and share the
work as a p p r o p r i a t e .
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The e f f o r t is an t i c ipa t ed to broadened beyond in spe c t i on s and enforcement and will
i n c l u d e both mul t i-program and mul t i -med ia e f f o r t s . The S t a t e o f C o l o r a d o i s e s p e c i a l l y
interested in f o c u s i n g on P o l l u t i o n Prevention as a community-wide e f f o r t . The e f f o r t is now
viewed as a two year process, rather than a one year e f f o r t .
E P A ' s D r a f t Base l ine H u m a n H e a l t h Risk Ass e s sment

EPA d i s t r i b u t e d the d r a f t Baseline Human H e a l t h Risk Assessment and the f i n a l Relative
B i o a v a i l a b i l i t y of Arsenic in S o i l s f orm the VBI70 S i t e for review and requested written
comments by August 24, 2000. EPA directed the at tention of the working group to the f o l l o w i n g
sections of the Baseline Human H e a l t h Risk Assessment document:

The document inc lude s a screening level evaluation of hea l th risks to workers
• The document i n c l u d e s a screening level evaluation of health risks associated with

the inha la t i on of dust r e su spended from yard soil s .
• The evaluation of human heal th risks associated with exposure to arsenic in so i l s is

in a separate section f r om the evaluation of the human heal th risks associated with
exposure to lead in soils.

• The cancer risk associated with direct exposure to s o i l s containing arsenic was
summarized in two parts , the average or "central tendency" exposure and the
"reasonable maximum exposure". The re sul t s of the cancer risk assessment were
presented in terms of the number of p r o p e r t i e s at various risk l ev e l s as f o l l o w s :

A V E R A G E O R C E N T R A L T E N D E N C Y E X P O S U R E
R I S K LEVEL
greater than 10"*
l e s s than 10"4, greater than 1 0 ' 5

le s s than 1 0 ' 5

NUMBER OF PROPERTIES
0

124
1424
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R E A S O N A B L E M A X I M U M E X P O S U R E
R I S K LEVEL
greater than W4

l e s s than 10", greater than 10"5

less than 1 0 ' 5

NUMBER OF P R O P E R T I E S
112
995
441

The non-cancer risks f rom short term exposure were described next. Both sub-
chronic (expo sur e of 120 days) and sub-acute (one day out of two) exposures
were q u a n t i f i e d in the risk assessment. The r e su l t s of the compos i t e soil s ampl e s
f r o m each yard were used to predic t a "hot spot" in accordance with the
m e t h o d o l o g y d e t a i l e d in the Phase III P r o j e c t Plan. The dose f r o m short tern
exposure to the p r e d i c t e d "hot spot" was compared to an accep tab l e dose. The
ratio of dose to a c c ep tab l e dose is c a l l e d the "hazard quotient" or HQ. Y a r d s with
p r e d i c t e d HQs greater than 1.0 could be of p o t e n t i a l concern. The r e su l t s are as
f o l l o w s :

S U B - C H R O N I C A N D S U B - A C U T E N O N - C A N C E R R I S K S

HQ greater than 1.0
( p o s s i b l e ho t s p o t )
HQ greater than 1.0 AND
cancer risk les s than 10"4

# P R O P E R T I E S
C O N S I D E R I N G
S U B - A C U T E R I S K

161

49

# PROPERTIES
C O N S I D E R I N G
S U B - C H R O N I C R I S K

166

54

In order to provide more in f ormat i on about whether a pr ed i c t ed hot spot is of
actual concern, EPA is r e- sampl ing 54 p r o p e r t i e s by c o l l e c t i n g 30 ind iv idua l soil
s ampl e s at each. Short term exposure will be re-evaluated using this new data.
The risks associated with eating vegetables grown in a home garden were
evaluated using the arsenic l e v e l s measured in vege table s co l l e c t ed f rom 19 homes
in the s tudy area. For the reasonable maximum exposure, risks were greater than
lO^at f i v e proper t i e s .
Lead risks were evaluated using the I n t e g r a t e d E x p o s u r e / U p t a k e Biokinetic M o d e l
to pred i c t b lood lead l evel s . The model p r e d i c t e d that at yards with mean lead soil
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l eve l s greater than 400ppm, there is a greater than 5% chance of blood lead l eve l s
being greater than 10 u g / d L , and thus are of p o t e n t i a l concern for long term
exposure. The number of p rop er t i e s with soil lead l e v e l s greater than 400 ppm is
159. Less than 30 of these p r o p e r t i e s were also i d e n t i f i e d as of p o t e n t i a l concern
due to arsenic risks.

• To assist the working group in reviewing the document, EPA will provide a CD
with Phase ULA data and the ca l cu la t ed "hot spot" value for each proper ty . A l s o ,
EPA will provide a Data Qual i ty Assessment Report.

EPA requested written comments on the Baseline Human H e a l t h Risk Assessment by
August 24, 2000. T h e r e will be an o p p o r t u n i t y for the general p u b l i c to provide written
comments during the p u b l i c comment period for the Proposed Plan, currently s c h e d u l e d for
November - December, 2000 t imeframe. . EPA sugges t ed that the working group i d e n t i f y a few
date s for meet ings to d i s cus s comments during the review period. August 8, 2000 f rom noon -
3pm and August 14, 2000 f r o m 2-4:30 pm were agreed upon. Both meetings will be at the
o f f i c e s o f I S S I , 14th f l o o r , south tower o f E P A ' s bu i ld ing .
C o m m u n i t y I s s u e s
• I n h a l a t i o n of dust as an exposure pathway was raised as a community concern. In

response, EPA indicated that the screening level evaluation done in the d r a f t Baseline Risk
Asses sment ind i ca t e s that the risks associated with inhala t ion of dust f r o m soil is a small
f r a c t i o n of the risk associated with inge s t ion of soil . The c o m p l e t e d e s c r i p t i o n of this
evaluation is inc luded in the risk assessment. EPA is seeking comments on the
evaluation.
C o o r d i n a t i o n among agencies. In the course of various di s cus s ions , it was apparent that
not all agencies are c oord ina t ing e f f e c t i v e l y and that some are f o l l o w i n g very d i f f e r e n t
processes. Lorraine Granado i n d i c a t e d that she views the missions of ATSDR and EPA as
d i f f e r e n t , and th er e f or e there processes may d i f f e r . A T S D R addres s e s health concerns,
EPA addre s s e s environmental concerns. Bonnie L a v e l l e reiterated that EPA takes action
or requires that others take action based on pro t e c t i on of human heal th and the
environment and that we had d i s cu s s ed this m u l t i p l e times. Both C e l i a VanDerLoop and
Barbara O'Grady r e sponded that EPA's c leanup dec i s ions ar e based on hea l th risks.
T h e r e was also d i s cu s s i on about the uncertainty of ATSDR's process. EPA stated that
there i s uncertainty in both EPA's and ATSDR's risk assessment processes. David M e l l a r d
indicated that he is w i l l i n g to meet to d i s cu s s quanti tat ive a spec t s of PHA, but that he
wants all the risk assessors at that meeting.

• C o n f i d e n t i a l i t y of s a m p l i n g result s . C e l i a V a n D e r L o o p expressed her f r u s t r a t i o n with not
having s a m p l i n g data to check other s ' work. She also indi ca t ed that she f e e l s there is a
pub l i c right to the information and she is u n w i l l i n g to sign a c o n f i d e n t i a l i t y agreement.
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She will send a F r e e d o m of I n f o r m a t i o n Act (FOIA) request to EPA soon requesting the
data. EPA described its concerns with privacy, e s p e c i a l l y with regard to Realtors using
this in format i on without the knowledge of owners and without the knowledge of what
various concentration l eve l s mean. EPA is al so concerned that re leas ing the s a m p l i n g data
along with s p e c i f i c addre s s e s may cause p r o p e r t y owners who have been reluctant to have
their yards s ampl ed to r e fu s e f u r t h e r a t t e m p t s to sample. Proper ty owners have not been
informed that their r e su l t s would be pub l i c . Some owners have al lowed s a m p l i n g only
a f t e r being assured that the r e su l t s would be private. On the other side of the issue was
the concern that renters and p r o s p e c t i v e purchasers are assured access to the informat ion.
EPA has been rou t ine ly p r o v i d i n g in f ormat i on about whether a p r o p e r t y has been s a m p l e d
or not to anyone who asks. It is EPA's pract i ce to re f er requests for the s ampl ing r e su l t s
d i r e c t l y to the p r o p e r t y owner. In this way, the proper ty owner makes the dec i s ion about
releasing the s p e c i f i c s a m p l i n g re sul t s . EPA prov ide s the name and t e l ephone number of
the p r o p e r t y owner to the person requesting the in format ion. EPA made it clear that if
s a m p l i n g re sul t s are released without a c o n f i d e n t i a l i t y agreement, then they will be
considered pub l i c and will have to be avai lable to anyone who requests the in format ion. It
was sugge s t ed that EPA check to determine how privacy issues are managed at other
re s ident ia l sites. The rest of the Working Group was encouraged to transmit their
concerns on this issue f o r m a l l y to EPA so that EPA can consider all the views be fore
making a deci s ion about a p o s s i b l e p u b l i c release of s a m p l i n g result s .

S t a t u s o f E P A ' s T i m e C r i t i c a l Removal A c t i o n
EPA received f u n d i n g for the removal action (removal and replacement of yard s o i l ) at 23

homes in the s tudy area. The On-Scene-Coordinator , Pete Stevenson, will begin to visit with
p r o p e r t y owners in August and hope s to begin construction work in S e p t e m b e r . EPA hope s to
c o m p l e t e the work this fall and may do some f o l l o w - u p l a n d s c a p e work next spring. Because of
the d e l a y in the start of the action, EPA extended the o f f e r of t e s t ing arsenic l ev e l s in hair and
urine and lead l eve l s in blood to the r e s id en t s at the 23 removal homes.
EPA U p d a t e on Operab l e U n i t 2

EPA (enforcement s e c t i on) p l a n s to issue "notice letters" to p o t e n t i a l l y r e spon s i b l e par t i e s
(PRPs) soon. T h e s e l e t t e r s let the PRPs know that EPA believes they have some l i a b i l i t y for the
operable unit.

EPA has organized the on-smelter f a c i l i t y work into two separate operable units because
they have not been able to i d e n t i f y PRPs for the Argo S m e l t e r so EPA a n t i c i p a t e s taking the lead
on the work at Argo. T h e r e f o r e , EPA now refers to the work at the Omaha Grant S m e l t e r
F a c i l i t y as Operable Unit 2 (ant i c ipa t ed PRP l e a d ) and the work at the Argo S m e l t e r F a c i l i t y as
Operable Unit 3 (EPA l e a d ) .

N o t i c e l e t t er s will be p u b l i c documents and when they are i s sued, the PRPS will be
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i d e n t i f i e d . The notice f e t t e r s invite the PRPs to enter into an agreement to conduct work. Once
PRPs receive the notice le t t er, they have a certain time frame for r e spond ing to EPA's request.

EPA ant i c ipa t e s that the work on OU-3 will lag behind work on OU-2 by 3 months or so.
All d r a f t work p l a n s will be made avai lab l e for working group review and i n p u t , even those
prepared by the PRPs. EPA int ends to ensure that the working group continue to have input into
the work on the smelter f a c i l i t i e s .
C o m m u n i t y I n v o l v e m e n t Plan

EPA asked for comments on d r a f t CIP. N o n e were available. New d e a d l i n e for
comments is next Working Group meeting, August 17.
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